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territory. Thus acts done before such  recognition  by the
former sovereign in territory within his control are unaffected.1
A difficult question arises when an action is brought against Proof of
a corporation, such as the United States Shipping Board or the *£*\Bof
Polish Economic Bank, which claims to be an emanation of a co^S-
foreign State and therefore entitled to sovereign status. The tiqas
status of such a defendant body is not one of which judicial
notice is possible, nor one upon which a Secretary of State has
ever given a certificate.2 The court must decide the question
upon evidence. The onus lies upon the defendant corporation
to prove what its position is under its own law, and with regard
to this the English courts have taken the view that the best
evidence is an affidavit or certificate given by the ambassador of
the foreign State in question. An affidavit which declares that the
corporation is a department of State is not, however, conclusive,
for it is open to the plaintiff to adduce evidence to the contrary.
The particular problem that has troubled the courts in this
context arises where the affidavit declares that the corporation,
though a department of State, is a separate legal entity distinct
from that State. For instance, in Krajina v. Tass Agencf* (which
was an action to recover damages for a libel published in a
weekly paper called The Soviet Monitor), the Russian ambassa-
dor certified that the Agency was statutorily entitled to *all the
rights of a juridical person* and that it was a department of
the Soviet State 'exercising the rights of a legal entity*. Again,
in a case brought eight years later, the Spanish ambassador in
London stated that a body called Servido National del Trigo
was a department of the Ministry of Agriculture in Madrid,
but the additional expert evidence, accepted by both parties
to the action, showed that it was a distinct legal person in
the sense that it possessed its own corporate existence.4 The
suggestion that such a body should be afforded immunity is
open to at least three doubts.	'
First, if the basis of the doctrine of immunity is the desire objections
to preserve a foreign sovereign's dignity, as the judges have
constantly affirmed, there seems no sound reason why such
solicitude should be shown for the dignity of an independent
corporation created by that sovereign.
1 Bogtisfawskiv. Gdynia-Ameryka Lime> [1951] i K.B. 162.
* 33 B.Y.B.LL. 309.
3	[194.9] 2 A.EJR. 274.
4	Baccus S.R.L. v. Servido National del Trigo> [1957] I Q.B. 438. See 6
L & C.L.Q. 290 et seqq. (K. W. Wedderburn).

